No. S-087266
Vancouver Registry

In the Supreme Court of British Columbia

Between
Boss Power Corp. and Blizzard Uranium Corp.
Plaintiffs
and
Her Majesty the Queen in right of the Province of British Columbia
Defendant
CONSENT ORDER
)
BEFORE 'y [ A MASTER OF THE COURT ) ;2011
) e el (3

ON THE APPLICATION of Her Majesty the Queen in Right of the Province of British
Columbia, without a hearing and by consent.

THIS COURT ORDERS that:



-9

1. The time for the filing of Her Majesty the Queen in Right of the Province of British
Columbia’s Amended Response to Second Amended Notice of Claim is extended to
allow the filing of the aforementioned document in the form attached as Appendix A
to this order.

THE FOLLOWING PARTIES APPROVE THE FORM OF THIS ORDER AND
CONSENT T\O EACH OF THE ORDERS NOTED ABOVE:

)

// / o,

Signature of \,,,/ ;
[ ] party [X] lawyer for the Plaintiffs

Murray Clemens, Q.C.

/)yf[ L‘ U'”L/f“ /(*;/

Slonatme of v
[ | party [X] lawyer for the Defendant

Deborah Baumgard

LA >}/ By the Court
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Mo. S-087266
Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN:
BOSS POWER CORP and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP
PLAINTIFFS

AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

IM RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEFENDANT

RESPONSE TO SECOND AMENDED MNOTICE OF CIVIL CLAIM

Filed by the defendant

PART 1
RESPONSE TO MOTICE OF CIVIL CLAIM FACTS

DIVISION 1: DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO FACTS

1. The facts alleged in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 25

and 25A of Part 1 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim are

admitted.

2. The defendant made, and makes, the admissions set out in paraaraphs

34(a) — 34(i) of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim.




The last two sentences of naragraph 34 of the Second Amended Notice of

aJ

Civil Claim are an inaccurate paraphrase of the affidavit of David Hails,

filed in this action on January 14, 2011.

4. The facts alleged in paragraphs 5, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,23, 24,
26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 of Part 1 of the Second Amended

Notice of Civil Claim are denied.

5. The defendant has no knowledge of the facts alleged in paragraph 9 of

Part 1 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim.

DIVISION 2: DEFEMNDANT'S VERSION OF FACTS

6. In response to paragraph 5 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim:

a. The defendant’s Ministry of Energy, Mines & Petroleumn Resources
(“MEMPR") is a ministry of the government of British Columbia, and
is not a person separate from the defendant. In order for two

persons to act in concert, they must be two separate persons.

b. The conduct of the defendant’s servants was not directed at the
plaintiffs, but rather was motivated and guided by the defendant’s
policy decision to prohibit uranium mining in British Columbia. The
defendant applied that policy equally to all uranium deposits and to

all persons who sought permission to develop uranium deposits for

mining.



7. 1In response to paragraphs 11, 16 - 20 of the Second Amended Notice of

Civil Claim:

a. A notice of work is an application, under section 10 of the Mines
Act, for permission to do exploration or development work on a
mineral claim. A notice of work may be approved, conditionally or
unconditionally, or rejected, by the Chief Inspector of Mines,

exercising a statutory power of decision.

b. As alleged in paragraph 11 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil
Claim, the plaintiffs submitted, o April 21, 2008, a notice of work

‘the Notice of Work”), seeking permission to conduct an

exploratory drilling program on the mineral claims listed in
paragraph 7 of the_Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim. The

plaintiffs’ Notice of Work was “compliant” in the sense that it was

properly completed and contained the requisite information. If it
had been considered by the Chief Inspector of Mines, it might or

might not have been approved.



8. In answer to paragraphs 32 and 33 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil

Claim:

a. The work proposed in the Notice of Work, had it been performed,
would not have been sufficient to allow the plaintifis to bring a
mine into production. In order to bring a mine into production, the

plaintiffs would have had to construct infrastructure on the mineral

claims, and would have had to:

i. make a further application, under section 10 of the Mines

Act, for permission to do so;

ii. procure regulatory approval from the Canadian Nuclear
Safety Commission, which would have conducted a detailed
environmental review process, including public hearings,

before reaching a decision on the plaintifis” application.

b. If the plaintiffs had been able to obtain all necessary regulatory
approvals, it would take more than 3 years, after receipt of all

regulatory approvals, to construct the infrastructure necessary to

bring a mine into production.



c. As alleged in paragraph 25 of the Second Amended Notice of Civil
Claim, on March 12, 2009, the Lieutenant-Governor in Council
enacted an order-in-council which prohibited exploration or

development work on uranium properties in British Columbia.

d. If the Notice of Work had been considered in the ordinary course,
and if the Chief Inspector of Mines had approved the Notice of
Work, the only consequence would have been that the plaintiffs
would have incurred costs in performing the work between the
date of the approval and March 12, 2009. Those expenditures
would have been entirely wasted because the order-in-council
would have prevented the plaintiffs from doing the further work

necessary to bring a mine into production.

e. If all necessary reaulatory approvals had been agiven for the

construction and operation of the mine, the mine would not have

been profitable.




f.  On a balance of probabilities:

i. if the Chief Inspector of Mines had considered the Notice of
Work, he would have refused to approve it because of

environmental risks;

ii. if the plaintiffs had applied to the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission for permission to develop a uranium mine, the
Commission would have refused permission because of
environmental risks and because of opposition from- First
Nations, local governments, local community groups and

environmental activists.

g. As a result of “a” — “f”, the plaintiffs have suifered no loss by
reason of the instruction given to the Chief Inspector of Mines that

he was not to consider the Notice of Work.



DIVISION 3: ADDITIONAL FACTS

9. All of the mineral claims listed in paragraph 7 of the Second Amended

Notice of Civil Claim were registered before April 24, 2008 (the date of the

regulation pleaded in paragraph 14 of the Notice of Civil Claim).

PART 2
RESPOMNSE TO RELIEF SOUGHT

10.The defendant opposes all of the relief sought by the plaintiffs.

11.The defendant seeks an order that the plaintiffs pay the defendant’s costs

of this action.



PART 3
LEGAL BASIS

The Claim For Compensation For Expropriation

12.

14.

The regulatidn pleaded in paragraph 14 of the Second Amended Notice of

Civil Claim applies, by its terms, only to mineral claims registered after
April 24, 2008 (the effective date of the regulation), and so does not apply
to the mineral claims listed in paragraph 7 of the Second Amended Notice

of Civil Claim. That regulation did not affect the plaintifis’ rights in any

way.

.The press release pleaded in paragraph 15 of the_Second Amended Notice

of Civil Claim did not expropriate anyone’s rights. A government can
expropriate rights only by exercising statutory authority, and only by
exercising that authority in strict compliance with the statute. There is no

British Columbia statute which authorizes the government to expropriate

rights by issuing a press release.

The order-in-council pleaded in paragraph 25 of the Second Amended

Notice of Civil Claim prohibited the plaintiffs from performing the

exploratory drilling work described in the Notice of Work, and so
prevented the plaintiffs from exploiting the uranium deposits on their

mineral claims. However:



a. the order-in-council is a land-use law of general application, not an

expropriation statute;

oy

b. the order in council did not extinguish the plaintiffs’ rights - the

plaintiffs continue to hold the mineral claims in question;

¢. the order-in-council was not a taking - no interest was taken from

the plaintiffs and vested in the defendant.

15.A government cannot expropriate rights by conduct of the kind alleged in
the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim. A government can

expropriate rights only by exercising statutory authority, and only by

exercising that authority in strict compliance with the statute. If, as the
plaintiffs allege, the conduct of the defendant’s servants was unlawful, the
law provides two remedies only: (i) judicial review; or (i) if and only if

the elements of a tort can be proven, damages.
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The Tort Claim

16.The only tort which the plaintiffs allege is misfeasance in public office.
The plaintiffs allege that the conduct described in paragraphs 25A and 34

of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim establishes the elements of

that tort. The defendant denies that the plaintifis sufferered any loss by

reason of that conduct. For that reason, the tort claim must fail.

17.In relation to the facts alleqed in paragraph 25A, and in the last two

sentences of paragraph 34, of the Second Amended Notice of Civil Claim,

the statements alleged were made by withesses or counsel in the course

of court proceedings, and so are the subject of absolute privilege. No

cause of action or claim can be founded upon a statement so made.

18.The plaintiffs could have pursued an application for mandamus to compel
consideration of their Notice of Work, but chose not to. If the plaintifis
suffered any loss, which is denied, they failed to mitigate that loss by

applying for maridamus.
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Dated October 12, 2011

Counsel for the Defendant

This response to civil claim is delivered by J Edward Gouge, QC, counsel for the
Defendant, whose place of business and address for service is PO Box 9280, Station
Provincial Government, 3™ floor, 1001 Douglas Street, Victoria, BC, V8W 9J7.



Lesley Thomson #2
Sworn August 5, 2010

No. S087266
i s Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN:
BOSS POWER CORP. and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP.
Plaintiffs

AND:

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT OF THE
PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Defendant

AFFIDAVIT

|, Lesley Thomson, legal assistant, of #750 — 900 Howe Street,

Vancouver, British Columbia, make oath and say that:

1. | am the assistant to Murray Clemens, solicitor for the plaintiffs, and as
such | have personal knowledge of the facts and matters hereinafter referred to, except

where stated to be on information and belief, and where so stated | verily believe the

same to be true.

2. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “A” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.
Clemens’ letter dated May 27, 2008 to Mr. Partridge, Assistant Deputy Minister, Mining

and Minerals Division of the Ministry of Energy, Mines & Petroleum Resources.

3. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “B” to this my affidavit is an undated

letter from David Lefebure, Acting Assistant Deputy Minister, Mining and Minerals

boss power corpipleadings\8948
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Division, Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources, received by this office on

June 17, 2008.

4. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “C” to this my affidavit is Mr.

Clemens’ letter dated October 16, 2008 to Mr. Lefebure, which enclosed the Writ and

Statement of Claim in this matter.

5. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “D” to this my affidavit is a copy of a

facsimile dated August 12, 2008 sent to Ricci Berdusco by David Stone, President/CEO

of Boss Power Corp. re: Notice of Work—-Blizzard Property.

6. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “E” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.
Clemens’ letter dated January 20, 2009 to Mr. Gouge, Ministry of Attorney General,

Legal Services Branch, Civil Litigation, with Mr. Gouge’s acknowledgement endorsed

thereon.

7. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “F” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Clemens’ letter dated April 21, 2009 to Mr. Gouge.

8. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “G” to this my affidavit are Mr.

Clemens’ email to Mr. Gouge dated May 27, 2010 and Mr. Gouge's response dated

May 28, 2010.

9. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “H” to this my affidavit is Mr.
Clemens’ letter dated September 13, 2009 to Mr. Gouge, which enclosed the Notice of

Trial setting this matter for a 15-day trial commencing January 31, 2011,

boss power corp\pleadings\8948
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10. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “I” to this my affidavit is Mr. Clemens’
letter dated December 3, 2009 to Mr. Gouge and Ms. Saunders, which enclosed, inter

alia, a valuation of the Blizzard Uranium Deposit and Blizzard Claims dated November

13, 2009.

11. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “J” to this my affidavit is an email

string between Messrs. Clemens and Gouge, dated March 2, 2010.

12. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “K” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Clemens’ letter dated March 5, 2010 to Mr. Gouge.

13. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “L” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Clemens’ letter dated April 19, 2010 to Mr. Gouge, which enclosed the plaintiffs’ list of

documents.

14. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “M” to this my affidavit is a copy of

Mr. Clemens’ letter dated April 22, 2010 to Mr. Gouge asking him to return the valuation

report.

15. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “N” to this my affidavit is an email

string between Mr. Clemens and Mr. Gouge, dated May 11 and May 12, 2010.

16. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “O” to this my affidavit is an email

dated May 12, 2010 from Mr. Gouge to Mr. Clemens, together with the above email

string.

boss power corp\pleadings\8948
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17. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “P” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.
Clemens’ letter dated May 13, 2010 to Mr. Gouge, which enclosed an appointment to
examine Mr. Reimer for discovery and a notice of motion requesting an order for

production of a list of documents. Mr. Gouge’s acknowledgement is noted on the letter.

18. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “Q” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Gouge'’s letter of May 21, 2010 to Mr. Clemens, which enclosed a demand for discovery

of documents.

19. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “R” to this my affidavit is a copy of

Mr. Gouge’s letter of May 21, 2010 to Mr. Clemens, which enclosed a notice of motion,

outline and two affidavits.

20. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “S” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Clemens’ letter of May 25, 2010 to Mr. Gouge, which enclosed the plaintiff’s list of

documents.

21. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “T” to this my affidavit is an entered

copy of the order of Master Donaldson, pronounced May 31, 2010.

22. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “U” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Clemens’ email of June 10, 2010 to Mr. Gouge re: the preparation for the examination

for discovery of Mr. Reimer.

23. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “V” to this my affidavit is a copy of this

my affidavit is a copy of Mr. Gouge’s email of July 29, 2010 to Mr. Clemens re:

production of documents.

boss power corp\pleadings\8948
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24, Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “W” to this my affidavit is a copy of

Mr. Clemens’ letter dated July 30, 2010 to Mr. Gouge enclosing a draft of a further

amended statement of claim.

25. Attached hereto and marked Exhibit “X” to this my affidavit is a copy of Mr.

Gouge’s email of August 1, 2010 to Greg Reimer.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of
Vancouver, in the Province of British
Columbia, this 5th day of August, 2010.

T

-

A Commissioner for taking Affidavits for Lesley Thomison
British Columbia.

Murray A. Clemens, QC

Nathanson, Schachter & Thompson LLP

#750 - 900 Howe Street

Vancouver, BC V6Z 2M4

Tel.: 604 662 8840 Fax: 604 684 1598

boss power corp\pleadings\8948
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Affidavit #1 of Patrick Roger Stephenson
Sworn on August 9", 2010

No. S-087266

Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN:
BOSS POWER CORP and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP
PLAINTIFFS

AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

IN RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEFENDANT

AFFIDAVIT #1 OF PAT STEPHENSON

I, Patrick Roger Stephenson, of #1330 - 200 Granville Street, Vancouver, British
Columbia, make oath and say as follows:

1. T am one of a team of experts retained by the Defendant to assist in the
preparation of this case for trial and to give evidence at trial if asked. I
understand that I have a duty to assist the court and not to be an

advocate for any party. I have prepared this affidavit in conformity with

that duty.

4
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2. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “A” is a true copy of my curriculum
vitae, which accurately states my professional qualifications and

experience.

3. Uranium mining in Canada is a federally-regulated industry. Anyone who
wishes to develop or bring into production a uranium mine must first
obtain regulatory approval from the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
(“the CNSC”). I have made enquiries of the CNSC to determine whether
the CNSC has issued any permits for mine development work on the
mineral claims which are the subject of this action (“the Claims”). I am
informed by Mr Marc Droulet of the CNSC, and verily believe, that only
one such permit has been issued. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “B”
is a true copy of that permit, which was provided to me by Mr Droulet.

Exhibit "B” authorizes the following activities only:

. Removal for the purpose of burial approximately 100 cubic metres of
drill core, assay pulps and sample rejects relating to the Blizzard

Uranium project from a core storage building at Lassie Lake
. Transport of the material to the burial site at the south end of the
Blizzard uranium deposit

Burial of the material under a minimum of two metres of overburden,

taking reasonable measures to minimize leaching of the material by

water action.



4. When and if regulatory approval is granted, a proponent of a uranium
mine on the Claims would find it necessary to construct the following

items of infrastructure before it could commence mining:

» Access roads
On-site roads
Power supply (either on-site or via electrical grid)
Tailings dam and pipelines
Processing plant and associated, infrastructure, buildings, reagent
handling areas, yellowcake drying / packaging area etc (assuming
conventional processing)
Fresh water supply pipeline, reservoir, pumphouse etc
Containment ponds
» Areas for overburden / waste dumps (assuming open pit mining)
. Explosives magazine
. Maintenance shop
Sewage plant
. Fuel storage
. Administration offices, changerooms, laboratory etc

5. In company with other experts on the Defendant’'s team, I made a site
visit to the Claims on July 21 — 22, 2010. Of the items of infrastructure
identified in paragraph 4, the only one which now exists are some logging
roads which provide access from some parts of the Claims to the public
highway.  Those logging roads are inadequate for the purpose of
developing or operating a mine on the Claims. Substantial work would be

necessary to upgrade them to the standards necessary for that purpose.



6. If regulatory approval for mine development on the Claims were granted
tomorrow, it would take at least 30-36 months to build the infrastructure

necessary to bring the mine into production.

Sworn before me at Vancouver, British
Columbia this 9™ day of August, 2010:

T

- ,.~~«;»ff/:j;_¢/w0 o

Patrick Roger Stephenson

A commissioner for the taking of oaths in
and for the Province of British Columbia

Eva L. Ross .
Barrister and Soficiter
Ministry of Attorney Genergl
1301 - 865 Hornby Street
Vancouver, B.C. V8Z 263
(604) 660-3093
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A Affidavit #1 of Ricc James Conte
Sworn on Mayiﬁ 2010

No. S-087266
Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN:
BOSS POWER CORP and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP
PLAINTIFFS

AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

IN RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEFENDANT

AFFIDAVIT #1 OF RICCI JAMES CONTE

I, Ricci James Conte, of Suite 300 — 865 Hornby Street, Vancouver British

Columbia, make oath and say as follows:

1. I am the Executive Director of the Mineral Titles Branch employed by the
Ministry of Energy, Mines & Petroleum Resources of the Province of British
Columbia (“the Ministry”). 1 have personal knowledge of the facts and
matters hereinafter deposed to, save and except where the same are
stated to be founded upon information and belief, and, as to such facts, I

verily believe them to be true.

42t
L



2. In the usual and ordinary course of its business, the Ministry keeps its
records of mineral claims in an electronic registry called the “Mineral Titles
Online Registry”. 1 have examined the Mineral Titles Online Registry to
ascertain the date on which each of the mineral claims referred to in
paragraph 5 of the Amended Statement of Claim was recorded. Hereto
annexed and marked Exhibit “A” is a table which I prepared and which

accurately states the date on which each of those claims was recorded.

3. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “B” is a true copy of the regulation
referred to in paragraph 10 of the Amended Statement of Claim.

4, Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “"C” is a true copy of the news

released referred to in paragraph 11 of the Amended Statement of Claim.

5. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit "D” is a true copy of the order-in-

council referred to in paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Amended Statement of

Claim.



6. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “E” is @ map which accurately depicts
the boundaries of the mineral claims referred to in paragraph 5 of the
Amended Statement of Claim.

Sworn before me _at Vancouver, British
Columbia, this, /¢ day of May, 2010:

¢ 77 Ricci James Conte
I //Q@/& //

A commissioner for the taking of oaths in
and for the Province of British Columbia

Marion E. J. Bellis Paruk
DEPUTY REGIONAL CROWN COUNSEL



Affidavit #1 of Butch Morningstar
Sworn on August 10, 2010

No. $-087266

Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN: :
BOSS POWER CORP and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP
: PLAINTIFFS

AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

IN RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEFENDANT

AFFIDAVIT #1 OF BUTCH MORNINGSTAR

I, Butch Morningstar, of 6™ Floor, 1810 Blanchard Street, Victoria, B.C. make
oath and say as follows:

1. I am the Executive Director, Regional Operations; Mining and Minerals
Division of the Ministry of Energy, Mines & Petroleum Resources of the
Province of British Columbia ("EMPR"). I have personal knowledge of the
facts and matters hereinafter referred to save and except where the same
are stated to be founded upon information and belief, and, as to such

facts, I verily believe them to be true.

P
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2. Under section 10 of the Mines Act, the holder of a mineral claim who
wants to do mechanical work on the claim must apply for permission from

EMPR. The form commonly used to submit such applications is called a

“Notice of Work”.

3. Hereto annexed and marked Exhibit “A” is a true copy of a Notice of Work
which EMPR received from the Plaintiffs at its Regional office in
Cranbrook, British Columbia on April 21, 2008. Exhibit “"A” is the only
Notice of Work which I have seen relating to the Plaintiffs” mineral claims,

and I do not believe that any other has been delivered to EMPR.

Sworn before me at Victoria, British
Columbia this 10™ day of August, 2010:

/'/
e 7 y
P o H
/

- S Orval (Butch) Morningstar

A corgmissiorerfor the taking of oaths in
and for the P/;é\/ince of British Columbia

/

Johnny Van Camp
Barrister & Solicitor
Ministry of Attorney General
1001 Douglas Street
Victoria BC V8w 9J7
Telephone: 250-387-112%



Affidavit #1 of Peter Lishman

JAN T 4201 Sworn on December 30, 2010
P s e No. S-087266
A Q&W Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

BETWEEN:
BOSS POWER CORP and BLIZZARD URANIUM CORP
PLAINTIFFS

AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

IN RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEFENDANT

AFFIDAVIT #1 OF PETER LISHMAN

I, Peter Lishman, of, 441 Columbia St Kamloops BC V2C 273, make oath and say as

follows:

1. I am the Director, Resource Authorizations, for the Thompson-Okanagan District of
the Ministry of Natural Resource Operations of the Province of British Columbia. 1
have personal knowledge of the facts and matters hereinafter deposed to, save
and except where the same are stated to be founded upon information and belief,

and, as to such facts, I verily believe them to be true.

A



2. 1 have read the affidavit #1 of Rick Conte, filed in this proceeding on August 11,

A

2010.

Until December 17, 2010, the responsibility to receive and deal with applications
under the Land Act for disposition of Crown lands was vested in the Integrated
Land Management Branch (ILMB), a department of the Ministry of Forests &
Range. From January 2009 until December 17, 2010 I was the Service Center
Manager of ILMB responsible for such applications in the area shown on Exhibit “E"
to in Mr Conte’s affidavit. On December 17, 2010, that responsibility was
transferred from ILMB to the Ministry of Natural Resource Operations, but my

responsibilities in relation to such applications did not change.
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